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VINDICATION 


Of my Lord Biſhop of Wo orceſter's Let- 
ter touching My. Baxter from the 
Animadverſionsof D. E. 


ExpeQed, when I firſt ſaw theſe Animadverſions, tht my 
Lord Worceſter's Relation touching his carriage to Mr. Bax- 
FP ter , had been falſe in many particulars, and in all partial ; 
for I could hardly believe any Ingenuous perſon could write 
ſo ſharply againſt a Father of our Church, if he did nor be- 
lievethat he had trurh on his fide, as to the main occaſion 
of the Biſhop's Letter, Bur I confefle , 1 was much amazed, when I found 
our Animadyertor , not only filent as to the main bufineſſe , but of my 
Lord Biſhop's opinion as to the Controverſy , if Dr, G#zmng, and Dr. 
Peerſon xe it right, And yer he is ſo angry, that through all chis diſcourſe, 
he gives the Biſhop not one civil Epithete, neyer calls tim Lord, bur caxech 
him of reftineſs & choler,of malicious & ill-grounded fancy,of unpeaceable- 
neſs & virulency,of trifling with Scripture,of boldneſſe & 1mpiery.And thar 
this worthy Prelare might not go alone, he calls the Impoſers of Ceremonies 
unconſcionable,and ſo joyns all our Biſhops = hims I never yer, to deal 
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(2) 
inzenuouſly., ſaw ſo much choler in ſo few words'come from the pen of any 
perſon, much lefle from one, whoſe judgement, as he cells us, is forthe Or- 
der of Biſhops, from one who ever oppoſed the Covenanr, and is "zeal; 
lover of the King, - v7 Cy, © nM FOE. RP 

I am now more fully confirmed in'my fottner opinion, that:my Lord Bi- 
' ſhops Letter is unanſwerable,' ſince our Animadvettor ſtrives-rather co pick 
a quarrel with it, than to anſwer ic, He'had certainly a very great defire of 
writing, ora very great animoſity againſt this hang in publiſhing of /his 
Animadverſions, fince he knew before he writ chem, chat as to che Contro- 
verſy , the Biſhop was right , and only here and there takes out a. paſſage, 
waich he thinks miy afford ſome diſpute. How well he hath done this, he 
enſuing Diſcourſe ſh1ll evidence. . 

The firſt Exception he takes at the Biſhop 1s, that he ſuppoſerh ſo ſtri& 
an union, and inſeprrable dependence berween Kings and Biſhops, that 
chzy mult hind and fall together, Lam glad he confeſlerh the e- 
vent of this War is ſome advantage corais Poſition : Bur I believe ifhe looks 
bur about him, he will hardly find any thar oppoſed cheir Biſhop bur did their 
Prince, 2s ſoon as rhey had power ro do it, He means nor,I ſuppoſe,in his An- 
ſer tothis Axiomzrhe Anabapriſtcal or Fanatick party, the/ſwnſter Rebel- 
lion will ſufficiently ſhew,their Principles, by their practices. And as for the 
Presbyrerians, for them the World efteems the moſt ſober of our difſen- 
cors, ( alchough Tam fully of Arch-Biſhop i, 1 opinion, thar they 
diffzr in nothing from them , bur length of time, becauſe the conſequences 
of their Poſitions do naturally carry them to the Anabapriſts ) I wiſh I 
could ever find thzir Government in any place eſtabliſhed , but upon a 
War, but upon Arms aguinſt their lawful-Magiſtrares, He that ſhould hear 
of Zuinglins killed figiting, of Beza's trouping under the Banner of the 
Prince of Conde, of the Genevans expelling their Biſhop and layvfull 
Prince, of the Hugemers fighting in France agunſt their lawful King , of 
the Dutch ſubvercing their Monarchical Government . into a Common- 
wealth, of th Scots, to nam? no_ more, expelling their lawful Q. Mary; 


H2 that conſiders who firſt taught the lawfulneſs of taking Arms for Reli- , 


gion , invented the diſtin&tion of Offenfive and Defenſive Arms , and 
who generally reach che People, that the whole Power and Government 
is in chem , will exfily believe, thar their Pririciples are inconfiſtent with 
Monarchy, which. hath. produced ſuch fatal effe&s chroughour this pare of 
the World, Bur this by the way; his firſt Reaſon why this Axiom is nor 
eruey 18, . ; 

x. B:cuuſe Kings were in all parts of the World before Biſhops , and 
what hath been may be---I underſtand not art all how this is argumentative, 
becauſe there were Kings before there was any Chriſtian Church , and 
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ſo conſequently before Biſhops," therefore when there is a Chriſtian Church | 
Kings can ſubfift wighour Biſhops : for whilſt rhe World was Heathen, we 
find a Monarchy among -cheir Prieſts, a ſuperiority: and an inferiority 
evidently amoneſtthem , and ſo though there were nor Biſhops, yet ir was 
neceſſary to have ſomething rhar reſembled rhem.. Amongſt the Fews we 
find three diftin&ions of Clergy , High-Prielt, Prieſt, and Levites; eſta- 
bliſhed by God himſelf, which is a very probable hv” eg they were 
neceſſary to uphold a Monarchy, for they were neceflary to uphold the 
ira Chuch, or elſe they had nor- been inſtituted. - I'could not have 

elieved, thar a perſon that ſeems Learned , could have rhought that Ax- 
iom reached furcher , than fince the World was Chriſtian, © Butif he only 
means, fincethe World was Chriſtian , why doth he nor affign ſome Mo- 
narchy chic ſubſiſted with Presbyrery , Ichink he can name none but Scor- 
land , which how long it kept from a Rebellion, after Presbyrery was by 


Law there eſtabliſhed, the Antmadvertor knows as well as I do. 


2. His ſecond Rgaſon is becauſe Biſhops as they are by. Law efta- 
bliſhed in E»g/ard, are purely the King's ſubordinate Minifters for che 
management of Eccleſiaſtical affairs. - This think is more in- 
valid thir- the former : for allowing whar. he ſaich co be crue, which I 
am ſure is not, I do nor under{tind, why becauſe che Biſhops are che 
Kings Officers, therefore there is not a neceſſity of Epiſcopacy in a Mo- 
narchy , nay rather ir inforcerh the contrary, for ir demonſtrates that Kings 
ever judged Epiſcopacy neceſſary to Monarchy by alwayes conſtituting ſuch 
Officers to Govern the Church under them. Our Animadvertor would 
do well ro aſſign a King that put down Epiſcopacy, upon his own free 
will and conſent, withour the force of the people, and ſerrled up any o- 
ther Eccleſiaſtical Government , with which che Monarchy did berter ſub- 
ſift, But beſides his Poſition is falſe : for the Law of England. doth nor 
look upon rhe Biſhops meerly as Ecclefiaſticil : Officers , but as a 
third Eſtare, wichour whoſe conſent no AR of Parliament did legally paſs, 
unleſs rhey did voluntarily exclude themſelves ; and thar they are a third 
Eſtare ſeveral A&s of Parliament expreflely call cthem'ſo. - Secondly; All 
Biſhops are to be conſidered in a double capaciry : Firft , As Officers infti- 
ruced by Chr:/#, and ſothe Power of Church Cenſures belongs ro them, 
and this Pow?r our Kings never prerended ro, to have , neicher doth our 
Law any wizre cell you, that this Aurhority the King gives them. Se- 


 condly , As Officers appointed by the King ro exerciſe that former power 


oiven them by God within ſuch bounds and limits. And mmy cimes our 
Law gives the Biſhop much: power in the Secular affairs,” which will con- 
duce to the good of the State as well as the Church ; which Power they 
derive not from Chriſt , but from the Secular Magiſtrare, Now _ 
the 
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e is Chriftian , itis neceſſary that che limirs of each Biſhops 


FuriſdiRtion be derermined by him , but were che' Magiſtzace Hearhen, ch: 
Churchhad char power to preſcribe the limits of 'each ns as we ſee 
they did in che firſt 300, - years afcer Chriſt,and we find: no Chriſhian all chac 


time ever queſtion chem. And the reaſon is evident-,. becauſe Chrift chat 
left the Biſhops the Succefſors of the Apoſiles,, Governours of the Church, 
could nor bur give chem ſufficienc Power codo all things which was neceſlary 
cothe peace , increaſe, and zdification of rhe. Church, which cerrainly the 
appointing of limits for each Biſhop to a& in muſt neceflary conduce. 

Bur it the third place , I underſtand nor how our Animadvertor agrees 
with himſelf , when he tells us the King may .conferr the management of 
Eccleſiaſtical affairs upon Lay Men, & calls the Epiſcopal power undueDig- 
nity and Przlacion of. his inferiour Officers , and yer ſome few lines before 
ſays his judgement is much for the Order of Biſhops, If. he be for the Or- 
der of Biſhops, he muſt believe they have a-power- from Chriſt which 
noecarchly man can either give or:cake from chem ; bur I believe he miſtook 


himſelf , or elſe he wonld not -uſe ſuch uncharicable Epitheres of  theic | 


whole Order, in calling ir undue Dignity, and as ſome Ancichriſtian, 
There is nothing more in theſe words but what before is anſwered, 

His third Reaſon againſt this Union is worſt fill. Becauſe it will be 
found none hath been greater Enemies to: the undoubred Soveraignty of 
Princes than ſome Biſhops have been Ergo Epiſc 
Monarchy are nor neceflanly united, I would-in anſwer to this deſire our 
Animadvertor toname me any fert of Men that are neceſlary to a Monar- 
chy , and let him examine himſelf whether this Argument 1s not againſt 
chem, Thereare by Hiſtorians efteemed rwo Foundations of Monarchy, 
Nobility or Arms : and have not many Noble-men , which ſhould be ſup- 
pore of Monarchies, been the ruin of chem? Witneſſe the Barons Warrs, 
what neceſſicies were ſeveral- of our Kings brought into by chem ? And 
how ofren do we read in tory of Armies depofing one Prince and ſetring 
up another ? S6 rhat this Argument-1s as firong againſt any ſort of Men , 
thar a Monarchy makes uſe of, as againft Biſhops. Bur now to uſe Argue 
mentum ad hominem , | for- 1confeſle:I cannot eſteem our Animadyercor 
a friend to Biſhops , though he ſayes he is, ſince heuſerh no civiler lan. 
guage ro one of them rhan ro faythe Pope is tus Father.]- - Is chat parry thac 
call che Dignity of Biſhops Anrichriſtian leſs 'Enemies to Soveraign Power 
rhan-ſome Biſhops have been ? I believe whoſoever ſhall read che Ecclefi- 
aſtical Hiſtory of Scotland, written by Archbiſhop Spoſeword, or ſhall but 
hear an imparcial Relacion of the Barbarous' and -unchriſtian nfage of aur 
preſent King, when he was there, will be ſoon cotwinced , there never 


were n'Generation of Clergy ſo Antimonarchical, as chat-Nation hath pro- | @; 
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duced,amongſrhe Presbyrerian parry, 
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I think now I have ſufficiently overchrown his Argumenes #cainſt che 
Union of Monarchy and Epiſcopacy , I Rlill remains as firm as before, 
Yerl tr be prin» 3 On , Mona: > Ig withour 
Epiſcapacy »* for we may fancyall people ſo. peaceable juſt, as char a 
Nation may ſubfift wichour Laws, Bur hee Ano doth mean that Epiſ. 
copacy is neceſſary tothe well-being of a Monarchy,nor fimplyrothe being. 
of it , thar the Church under a Monarchy can-no wayes be prudently go-. 
verned bur by Biſhops , nor the King can no way have that influence over 
che inferiour Clergy as by the Biſhops. I ſpeak here only in reference to 


"the Srare. Bur as tothe Church,Biſhops are an Ocder ſo neceſlary,thar 1 


doubr it will puzle our Animadvertor , or any perſon whatſoever to prove 
any Ordinarion bur by cheir hands lawful in any caſe whatſoever. 

His ſecond Exception againſt this Reverend Prelate is , thathe ische ſole 
Paſtor of all the Congregations in his Dioceſe - I could hardly be- 
lievz our. Animadvertor wanted Ingenuicy before: For: where doth my 
Lord Worceſter fay , he is-che ſole Paſtor-of all-rhe Congregations in his 


| Dioceſe >. The Biſhops words are theſe , For it is thz Biſhop of Horcefer, 


and nor Mr. Baxter, that is Paſtor of Kederminſter yas well as of all other 
Parochial Churchesin that Dioceſe. For there is much difference between 
my Lord Biſhop's ſzying, ne is che Paſtor,and the, ſole Paltor:for che:Biſhop 
1s che Overſeer,and chief Paſtor, nt only of all. the Cangregations, but of 
all chePaſtors im his Diocefe , and Mr.- Baxter was not by any right preſenc 
Paſtor there, and had no relation art all co chat Parachial Church, as in. his 
third'Excep. 1 ſhall make appear. So that this angry confirmation of the 
Juſtice of -his 'Excention falls roch2 ground. Bur ler us follow him. If 
rhis'/be:gefenſible *cis onlyby thoſe Arguments which are commonly .alle+ 
oed iro 'muntain the Popes Supremacy oyer.all Churches whatſoeyer. 
For, ſince a Biſhop-can-no other-way- diſcharge his duty. herein bur by pror 
viding Subfticutes, whathinders bur that the Biſhop of Rowe may overſee 
2'Millton of Churches as the Biſhop of #@rceſter 5002 This illuſtration 
I think was purpoſely choſen co fling. dirt in this Riſhopsface , that the 


' World:might ſuppsſe Prelacy -& Poperygo band in hand , astheir Cove. 


nmr joyns'them. Bur weimukt allow Ill words , from-choſe that wrire liccle 
Rexſan. This is grounded abſolutely upon a falfe Hyporhefis , for here ic 
muſt be ſuppoſed char every Biſhops chief work-1stq feed his people, where 
his work is:ro govern, to ſee;that the inferiour. Clergy over. his Dioceſe do 
their-duty,& reach therein ſound:Do&rine.-And this-work as ic is more;ho- 
nourabſe,:\oit-is far more :hbgurious. -Neicher is there the leaſt correſpon- 
dence between $5©o. and a Million of Pariſhes , -becauſe the accaunt of - 
th2 one may: eafily be-done,the' other is impoſſible. Beſides, cis quire a 
different thing the Popes claimand our Biſhops, for the Pope.:claimsto be 
Dan 


CH 


Univerſal Biſhop, the. only Succeffor of the Apoſtles , and that Chriſt 
hath left him ſole Governour of the Church, and thar all other Biſhops 
derive rheir power ſolely from hifm ; whereasour Church teacheth, accor- 
ding to the: Opinion of the antient Fathers, as were-it neceſlary Icould 
ſhew you, that the Power of each Brſhop.is alike, anda to their Precin&s 
and JuriſdiQion , the  Governours' of the Chuch under (perſecution ap- 
pointed more or fewer; according as the place required,and ever fincegwhat 
alcerations have been made'in their limits; have been done by Civil Ma- 
gGltrares, to Whoſe care it belongs; as Covernours of the Church , toſee 
chat each Biſhop performs his dury. | | 


But ſer us follow him to his Proofs , letting alone his unneceſſary paren- 
theſis; his firſt is A: 10. 28, when Pant ſent for the Elders of the Church 
ar Epheſzs, he bids them feed the Church of God over which ( not he him- 
ſelf by bis fole Aurhoricy as Biſhop of che Dioceſe, but) the Spirir of 
God had' made them 'ETio4u0wss Overſeers Iwill not here diſ- 
pute what rheſe Elders of the Church were , though St, Herome tells me 
they were the Biſhops of 4a, who I ſuppoſe might berter know than any 
chat lives in our age. I would here ask' our Animadvertor , whether Sr, 
Paul did nor conſtitute theſe ſeveral Etders over the ſeveral Churches , 
by laying hands 'on them , and appointing chem co their work? I 
hope he doth not believe thar the Spirit of God did in ſome viſible and 
extraordinary manner aPPoint theſe Overſeers , bur rhat Sr. Paw! being 
filed with the Spirit of God, did appoint them co ſuch a work. If ſo, 
whar makes this to his pufpoſe ? and why ſhould nor he believe rhat our 
Biſhops, though nor iy ſo extraordinary manner, are afliſted and dire&ed 
by the Spirit of God to conſtiture inferiour Prieſts over the ſeveral Pari- 
ſhes, and ro hinder thoſe thar are erroneous, from infe&ing them? Iam 
confident our Animadvertar doth believe, that the Minifters of his party 
are aſſiſted by che Spirit in their preaching ; why nor our Biſhops in their 
governing? Now that this muſt be the meaning of the place, Ichink may 
very probably be educed out of Sr.Pax!'s ſummoning them ro bim'to r/e- 
14,10 his charging them to perform cheir duty, & inhis freeing himſelf from 
the guilt of the blood of any of chem , -1f they miſcarried, which he 
needed not have done , if he had not conſtituted them there. 

2. His ſecond Proof is our of St. Peter, wherein he commands his fel- 
low Elders to feed the Flock which was amongſt them, *ETi40o3VIes O- 
verſeeing them, a&ing like Biſhops,and nor like the Biſhop of Forcefter, as 

Jording over Gods Heritage, bur as Patterns of the Flock, = So he, 
"What is oathered from'this ? Ergo the Biſhop of Worceſter 1s not chief Pa- 
ſtor of all che Pariſhes in his Dioceſe, 1 confeſle, I am notquick Rus 
bo ht enoug 


-isx Thief and + Robber, &c. 


* 
a; R 
; . 
wy Wo 
- 
© 


enough to ſes this conſequence, Nay, I think ie is quite contrary,he bids them 


feed and overſee the Flock, cherefore they were chief Paſtors of their Dio- _ 
celes + for if it be evidently clear, (as I think che Learned Dr, Hammond in 

his *exquifite- DifSerrarions hath made ſufficiently r) that Biſhops 
were inftiemed by the Apoſtles, chen there is no eto bur that chefe 
EuogoBuſces were the Biſhops he ſpeaks to. And this,were it now neceſ- 
ſary to ſhew , is futcher evinced, bath becauſe the Apoftle bids chem *E- 
mT1oK0T ev and roulvav, ro phraſes which are generally both in Scripture, 
and anciene Fathers uſed particularly ro Biſhops mm our ſence: Neither yer 
am I ſatisfied why neſonuveiivits Try nA doth not fignify lording over 
the Clergy, F befieve my Animadverror can hardly render it bercer; 
but this is not now my buſineſs, hd h 

Bur cog on, his Inference 1s 28 infirm as his Argument : for it doth nor 
foltow that becauſe a Biſhop and a Presbyrer are names ſometimes given 
roone perſon, therefore who yould feem to inrimare, that inthe Sefipture 
ſence rhey are one. But wirh his pardon , 'though he wilf find a Brſhop 
ſomerimes called a Presbyrer , as onr Earls are calfed Lords, yet let him 
ſhew me a Presbyrer called a Biſhop , ceither in Scriprure or in antienr 
Fathers, I am very confidefrt he'catmor, rilf then he hath done noching, 

2, His chird x Sar; 1s tilt worſe, when he fayes it ſeems ro be a 
lighr, and ro fay no more, unſeemly ertfling wich Sacred Seriprure, ro af- 
firm theſe words of onr Saviour concerning ſuch as come nor. in by the 
Door , and thereforeare Thieves and Robbers, oughr to be underſtood of 
ſach as Preach- co! Congrevarions wichour the Biſhops Licence. - Thus he, 
AndT defire the Reader to judge, wherher our Animadvercor” deals ingenu- 
ouſly. Where dbrhmy Lord #orcefter ſay char he is a Thief: and* x Rob- 
ber, that Preacherth' withour che Biſhops Licence?' -His words are* theſe, 
Fiat Mr. Baxter was'neirher Parſon, Vicar, nor Curate of Kedermrinffer, 
or any 'whereitt my. Dioceffe : For he never came in; by the Door,thar is, 
by.any legal, right, or Lawfull Adiniffion, bur climed up fome other way, 
riatyely by. violence and' incrufion, and'rherefore by Chrifts own inference 
 And'Tdefire our Animadverrorrotell 
me, whether he charby an unjuſt, and uſurped Aurhoriry comes into ano- 
cher mans freefiold, receives the profits thereof, and robs the Owner of his: 
reputation there, 1s not more: a Thief than he char Robs a Purſe on the 
Fhoh-way.. Thelievye if D. E, had been put'our of his Eftare For tis honeſty: 
aþ ſoyalty, he would' have counted the Poffeffors of it worfe chin man' 
char ſuffer PRAGETIN filching andfittadmg, Bur beſides; where dork 
che Biſhop ſaythat be forbad Mr. Baxter roPtexch, becauſe hedid-ir wich- 
onr his Licence, bur becauſe he ſowed the ſeeds of Schiſm-& ſeditionrherey— © 
Fot whickcauſeT chovehe it my dury (as: no gogbrenge Chief): -nor' 5 
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onely to forbid Mr. Baxter to Preach any more , which by 'the way he had 
done without my Licenſe ; bur, and theſe are my Lords words, now 
how ſtrangely dorh he reporc whac my Lord ſayes 2 He never ſayes he was 
a Thief and Robber, becauſe he came nor in by his Licenſe , bur becauſe 
he came in by violence and intruſion. Bur furcher ;, allowing. the 
Biſhop did ſay ſo, which he doth nor, ,Can he be. ſaid to be come in_ ar the 
Door, that comes in illegally? I can imagine but two wayes of coming in, 
either by che Door, or over the Pales , [ Joh. Io.] which our Saviour men- 
tions, and certainly if he chat comes legally in, comes in by tae” Door , he 
- that comes illegally in, comes over Pale, let our Animadvertor underſtand 
it either according to the Municip:1 Law of the Land, or the-Law of che 
Church, which pleaſerh him beſt, But ler us ſee his Arguments, why 
he thar Preacheth wichour the Biſhops Licenſe dorh come in ; che Door. 
His firſt Argument is, becauſe chen he knows not what Ordinatton ſignifies, 
n—_—_ Y cs, certinly.you do know it gives him Authority to Preach, bur 
not to another mans flock,nor in aDioceſe where he hathno chargecommir- 
red to him, And this was my Lord's Reaſon,thongh he ſayes the principal 
reaſon was becauſe he Preached withour his Licenſe ,: and very diſ-inge- 
nuouſly leaves our the following words, having no cure of ſouls of his own 
to Preach to. Beſides, had he had a flock, my: Animadvertor by the laſt 
words of his Arguments doth ſufficiently juſtifie the Biſhops proceeding, 
when he ſayes chat moral and r.otoriouſly vitious miſdemeanors may be a 
ſufficient cauſe , and this certainly Mr. Baxter was guilty of, that Preached 
Sedirion, Rebellion, and Schiſm, and rhat hath done what he-could to make 
che King Odious to his people. _ His ſecond Reaſon is more ſtrange, for 
one Miryſter of che Goſpzl ( for cercainly a Biſhop is no more) ro hilence 
another, and that for no berter-reaſon_, - bur becauſe his fellow Miniſter 
1s defirous to Preach the Goſpel withour a new Licence, is an abuſe of Do- 
minian, <= ] Jefire che Reader firſt ro. mark his Parenthefis,where- 
in he that ſaid before, he was for the Order ef Biſhops, now cells us chat 
a Biſhop is no more than a ſingle Presbyter, Secondly , he is impartial in 
ſaying that che Biſhop did filence him , becauſe he did Preach without Li- 
cenſe, for this is one of the Biſhops Reaſons \, he thar reads the Letcer will 
find many more. But thirdly, he contradidts himſelf, when: he ſayes the 
filencing Mr. Baxter was an abuſe of Dominion,when he canfeſſech before, 
thar for moral and notoriouſly vitious miſdemeanors he may do it. And 
whether M. Baxter be not much guilcy, I am loarhfor his ſake further co, 

enquire. But fourchly, and laſtly, allowing all he ſaith to be true, which I 
have proved falſe , that rhe Biſhop did abuſe his Dominion in filencing 
Mr. Baxter , doth this prove that what the Biſhop ſaith, that Mr. Baxter 
Lame nocin by che Door, is a trifling with Scripture , when nothing is moth 


(9) 
ſure, than that he that comes by violence into anorhers profeſſion is a Thief 
and Robber by the Law of God and man ? And this 1s all worth anſwering 
in.his third Exception. _ Rh Si 

4. His fourth Exception is this, - How conſiſtent with -che Civil Peace 
(for I omic your Parencheſis, fince ir is nothing bur railing) is the Biſhops 

iſtin&Rion between the AR of nar eas rg and Oblivion, when he cells us, 
chat the King by it onely pardoned rhe Corporal puniſhment , / bur 
the Church had not, nor ought not to forgive the ſcandal, till honorable 
amends were made by Confeſſion and Recantation? <m=m==s And now the 
Reader may perfeRly underſtand what our Animadvertor is. I confeſle, 
] ever fond opanry very unwilling to Recant their former miſcarriages , I 
With to God many were not ready to Juſtifie what they have done. But 
till this day was ever there any Chriſtian chought , thar che Church had nor 
power over their Members to hinder them from any. benefir by her Com- 
munion ,, unleſle.chey gave ſarisfaRion for their publique offence and ſcan- 
dal? What was the reaſon the primitive Chriſtians underwent thoſe ſe. 
vere penances, as the antient Fathers , and ſeveral Councils mention , 
the firſt 300. years, if they believed not the Church had che.power of 
Cenſuring ?-. Nay , doth not his own party uſe them , where ever they 
have had any power ? witneſs the frequent Excommunications in Scot = 
iid. ButT: underſtind not what he means, by ſaying; the Biſhop makes 
che Church diſtin& from the State in coercive Juriſdition, I know - 
no coercive Juriſdi&tion the Church pretends to, for cerrainly to ſhur peo- 
ple our of her communion, 1s not a coercive power, to deny the bene« 
fic of her communion to notorious Sinners , till chey recanz and give 
ſarisfaRion, the Church ever did, before the Magiſtrare was Chriſhar, 
and the Pemitentes, then, thar ſtood ar the Church porch bewailing their 
fins,and begging the Churches prayers, did give ſatisfa&ion and recant, be- 
fore ever there was the leaſt (hew of coercive power in her, And therefore 
whar this Reverend Prelace ſaith, ' 1s moſt true , thar 4 King did bur par- 
don the guilc or obligacion ropuniſhment, *cis Chr:/#*s Deputies the Church 
muſt have ſarisfa&tton for the ſcandal and offence. And rhis 1s fo little in- 
conſiſtent with the Civilpeace, that nothing can conduce more to it,to have 
men, ſenſible of cheir miſcarriages, recant and give publick ſatisfaRion, will 
be our beſt means to prevent others from finning ſo again. Ipray God the 
unwillingneſs of many, to repenc here, although che King harh pardoned 
then cheir corporal puniſhment, doth not'oblige chem co a worſe. hereafter, 
And thus I have anſwered his fourth Exceprion. Por as to the juſtifying this 

wer in th2 Church, 'tis not my work, here to do it, and rill the Anim- 
advertor hath ,anſwered Dr, Hammods Diſcourſe of the- power of the 
Keys, that power he muſt as well as I believe in the Church, I have only 
ſhewed ic very conſiſtent wich che Civil _ % 
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5. His fift Exception isthis. It is bold and impions when he affirms, that 
if ro commandan A& which by accident may prove an occaſion of fin be 


finfuly then God cannot command any thing =— TI underſtand not at all. 


the Impiety in this Propoſition, for che Biſhop underſtands nor. this of Gods 
extraordinary commands, for God-,may by a new ,command diſpence with 
his own Law, as itt commanding Abram to offer 1/aar, which hid been 
murder had it not been done by Gods command, and Abrew's intention 
had been murderous and finful, but. of his ordinary and common commands. 
Neither can it be any more Impiety to fay,God cannot command any rhing, 
than ro ſay God cannot fin, if Mr. Baxter's poſition be erue, and though 
God by his Almighty power may ſometimes and, upon extraordinary occa- 
Gons diſpenſe with his own Law , yer it may be piouſly enough Grid, God 
cannar command the breach of his own Law, becauſe ir-muſt be neceſſarily 
underfiood in his ordinary way of Diſpenſations. a 

6, His.fixth Animadverſion is. That in Divinity 'cis falſe and dangerous 
eo affirm That an offence unto which a diſproporrionable penalty is annexed 
isnot to be meaſured by che quality of the A& conſidered in it ſelf, bur 
by the miſchievous conſequences of ir, This he takes great exception againſt, 
but anſwers not. the Biſhops Reaſons for ir. But ler us ſee whar his Argu- 


ments are againſt ic, His firſt is, (ro ſhorten his long Expreſſions ) That for 


not ſubmicting- co trivial Ceremonies, to, debar one firſt from Chriſtian 
a1d then from, Civil communion , is.not juſtified by Scripture ar Primitive 
| PraRtice. This Argument firſt is particular, and that is no' way argumen- 
tative : for though all be ſhould ſay were true , yer it would amount co no 
more: but, to make one Exception againſchis Rule, and.thar would rather 
confirm-than weaken ir. 2. His Argument is perfe&tly begemme rhe Que- 
{tion, if he means thar for ſuch forbearance they oughe not to be forbid che 
Sacrament, becauſe the penalty isdiſproportionable. Bur 3. did neither che 
Scripture nor Pcimirive practice juſtify ir, yer if it did not condemn it, were 
there.not. the leaſt prerenee in either for the praKice of it, -If it were torally 
filenc in-ir, there 1s enough roperſwadethe Churchto do that which is for 
the benefit of the whole, But as his Reaſon is weak-againffl this Poſition, ſo 
i is falſe init ſelf : for ir is mucb a leſs inconvenience to debar one 
from the Sacrament for nor kneeling, than £0 break che peace of the Church 
by dividing from ir, &by infuſing inco a mulcitude(whichar all crimes isready 
ro embrace any novelty) principles of diſtruſting the commands of cheir 
lawful Paſtors; - and if our. Animadvertor did bur look. into the practice of 
the Pcimiviue Church , -he would find. ſcarce any offence was looked upon. 
with a warſe Eypchan Schiſm and ſeparation was, and that.chey were _ 
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farat to the Church, than the hotreſt.Perſecurion. I need not give Exam- 
ples for ir,he knows enough alteady. As for rhe Texts of Scripturechat are 
produced for it, ſince chey are nothing mote, but what every Nonconformiſt 
ptroduceth for not cofifortnity , and have been ſs ſufficiency anſwered by 
che Writers of our party, I omic to ahſver chem, and the rather,becauſe che - 
Reaſon againſt this Exceprion runs us in this Diſpute not the Poſitien ic 
ſelf. 

7. The ſeventh Anitnadverſion is , againſt that Chain of conſequences, 
which the Biihop ptoduceth. From diverſity grows diſlike, from diſtike En- 
mity , from Enmiry Oppoſition, and from Oppoſition firſt Schifm and ſepa» 
ration in the Church, and chenFaRion andSedition in the Srate,and I would 
we tad not found it ſo by our own experience, &c, Theſe are my Lord 
Biſhops words, and chis he calls a Rope of Said, having firſt told us ,. that 
for proof of this, he viculently inſtances in our unhappy times. I ſhall .nor 
here tell our Animadvertot,thar if he wovlthave looked abroad,he might find 
other inſtances beſides this of Eng/ard, but let us examine his reaſons , why 
this is a Rope of Sand. His fifſt is, becauſe nothing is ſo clear, Thar there 
hath been, nay, oughe ro be Diverfities in external forms, without any diſlike 
at all as to the perſon of another. And his reaſon is, becauſe the Apoſtles 
chit Preached ro the Circumciſion, gave the right hand of fellowſhip unts 
che Apolttes of rhe Gentiles, although cheir outward Rires in publique wor- 
ſhip wete far more differen chan ours in Exg/. In anſwer rothis, I ſay firſts 
That his inſtance of the Apoſtles is not at all che ſame , for though rhe 
Churches of the Circumciſion, and Churches of che Gentiles were ofren- 
rime$in one and the ſame place,yet they were of differentCommunions,and 
this difference did ariſe nor upon indifferent rhings , but upon things abſo- 
lurely ny For the Churches of the Circumfion did follow:Gods pos 
fitive Command, which as yet they were not-convinced were to be buried 
with Chriſt, fo thar the queſtion berween chem was not concerning the uſe 
of external Rites, bur whercher Gods Command, that injoyned chem-to-the 
Jews, were till in force or rio?Secondly, T believe our Animadvertor himſelf 
doth not connt Circumcafion an exrernal Rice bur ſomething more,ſfince te 
was an Ordinance of Initiation into the Church of God, and was backed 
with fo ſevere a penalty, thar the Male rhat was not Circumciſed the eighth 
day» wasto be cur off from the people, Bur thirdly, chough che eaſe benor 
che ſame, yer'whar animoſities and hearcburnings did this difference:cauſe 
amongſt che Chriſtian?was ic not che cauſe of rhe Council held at Hieruſa- 
lem? Aft.1 5.did it not make St. Paw! withſtand Peter tothe face? 2 Gal.rn, 
and'how meny divicons in after ages did this difference produce? - asparti- 
cularlythe keeping of Eafer or the Jewiſh day of Paſſeover by the Eaſtern 

| | Church 


_ : " . m 


— — 


Church, to name no more, ſo ir appears evidently, the Church was never | 


free from animoſities, till the Jewiſh Rires were quite laid afide, and the 
whole Church became Chriſtian, that is, followed: one and the ſame Rites. 
I ſay not this,I would nor be miſtaken,that chewhole Chuch unjverſal,onght 
to follow one Rice, bur I ſay, *cis neceſſary to the-peace of the Church, char 
every particular Nacional Church follow hne and the ſame Rites. 

His 2.Reaſon for his Animadverſion,is becauſe rhe State _ve preſerved 
without the leaſt reference to the Church, And this I ſuppoſe he direRs par- 
ricul:ry againſt the laſt words of my L. Biſhops chain of conſequences, firſt 
Cchiſm in the Church,then ſedition in the Stare. And truly no man can think 
this an ill inference, that confiders the Do&rine of taking up Arms for Reli- 
gion, that conſiders. this hath not been only generally caught, bur by moſt of 
their party believed as a great truth. Bur his Argument herein is faulty to, 
for though the Stare did ſubG6Rt without any reference to the Chriſtian 
Church,did ir rot produce moſt horrible Murthers,and bloodſheddings of che 
moſt loyalleſt of its SubjeAs? neither is the Reaſon good, becauſe a Heathen 
State was preſerved wirhout reference to the Chriſtian Chutch, therefore a 
Chriſtian may withour reference co a Chriſtian Church: for theſe States had 
Nill a Church, though not of Gods, which their Laws and Conſtitutions had 
reference to, and without which *rwas impoſſible to have kept Government 
in that order, But laſtly, though 'cis poſſible a State may be preſerved with- 
out reference to the Church,can ic prudently be done,and is ic likely co hold 
long, fince Religion hath upon many people a greater force than any Law. 
I ain ſure, fince che World was Chriſtian there was never ſuchan, Example, 

His third Argument is, becanſe Unity doth not pen upon Uniformity, 
bur upon Chariry, And of this he gives no Reaſon, bur his :pſe d:.x:7, unleſs 


giving the Biſhop ill words be a Reaſon. I hope our Animadvertor can di- ' 


Ringuiſh berween Unity amoneſt Individuals,and Unity with a whole body, 
for though the firſt conſifts in Charity and candid forbearance , this latter 
can only viſibly confiſt in Uniformity, and can only appear, in every perſon 
then joynly aſſembled uſing one and the ſame Rice, The heare, noman can 
ſee, and I believe ler men never ſo well agree in their hearts, that only 
which makes rhis agreement viſible is their obſerving one and the ſame Rice 
openly. And ſoT have anſwered this Reaſonalſo, if ic may beſo called. - 

. To follow him, his eighth Animadverfion is. Whether as to the Matter of 
FaQ, the French Proteſtants do enjoyn ſtanding, and the Lutherans kneel- 


ins. This he believes not upon the Biſhops ſaying ſo, bur he hath more rea- 


ſon'to believe ir than the contrary, ſince the practice. of all thoſe places: do 
reſtify it, for it is hardly poſſible to believe, that people are more willing ro 
obey the Church, withour Laws to back her, thin wich Laws, unto which a 
penalty is annexed. Our Animadvertor-here falls from this matrer of FaR, 
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and difputes concerning the Jure of preſcribing ſuch Laws. Now that is 
quite from the buſineſs here'in hand, chis Reverend Prelace urgeth it as a 


- good Argument that our Church may enjoyn Ricesand Ceremomes as well 
as the French, Dutch,and Latheran;he ſhould ſhew Reaſons why our Church 


may not do ir as well as others do, Bur' he runs inro another Diſpute, un- 
to which I will nor follow him , fince all chis and Rronger ObjeRions are 
every where anſwered, by our Writers, who have undertaken to handle this 
Controverſy, as'Mr. Hooker, the late Lord Biſhop of D«rham,and others. 
9, His laſt Animadverſion is anaccuſarion of the Biſhop of Unchaticable- 
neſs, becauſe he ſayes Crimine ab uno —— Diſce onnes,as if he did revile 
all che Presbyrerian.party, by reaſon of Mr, Baxter, I will repeat you the 
Biſhops words. You have before ſeen the Ingenuity and veracity, younow 
ſee che Humility and modeſty of the man , and in proportion of the whole 
party. Now this is but a taxing the Party bur in proportion, and I would 
co God, what here is ſaid, was not tootrue, Beſidesthis hath refererice only 
ro the humilicy and — of the man, the other parcicularly belongs to 
Mr, Baxter, as to the occaſion of rhe Biſhops Letter, and then are not all 
rhe party guilcy, of counting it-unlawful for our Church, ro impoſe Rires, 
as others have done ? and-1s it not a piece of arrogancy and immodeſt y for 
inferiour Clergy to ſay chis bottr of Church and Stare. Bur befides,werethis 
not allowable 1n the Biſhop, how comes our Animadvertor in the ſime 
breath eo bepuilty of the ſame Crime? and though he beginsir with a Rhee 
corical flouriſh, Would his Brerhren'the Biſhops take it well of a Presbyre- 
rian to cry Crimize ab uno mam Diſce omnes, Fee what manner of 
Spirits theſe Biſhops are of, and judge them all by the Biſhop of Woreeſter's 
Example, yer we may ſee eafily th:ough it, and perceive the heighth of un-! 
charirableneffe, when he prays God to deliver us from ſuch Biſhops. ' ©. 

And I now have done with theſe Animadverſions, and Iamelad, as 
D. E. is, that.the World is not eafily gulled with *Auſ©- i. and then TI 
am ſure what he hath ſaid will be-to no-mans prejudice bur his own, Yet I 
muſt follow him in that which he calls a Taft of the Biſhops wiſedom, and 
I am afraid the Reader will find little of that in the Animadverror. 

x, His firſt is, That the Biſhop ſaich; they.did force all Communicanrs 
ro be examined before they adimicred chem to the Sacrament——— And this 
he calls a man of Straw for the Biſhop this weather ro ger him heat with , 
and why,becauſe the cuſtom was ro have one bur once examined. Why doth 
the Biſhop ſay that a man was to be examined every time before he recei- 
ved I find it notany where, and yerT have carefully read the Letter, Be- 
ſides,he is much our in thinking that Cathechizing and infiruQting the peo- 
ple before they received is all one wich Examining, for the firſt purs the 


Receiver ina capaciry to examin himſelfzthe other likeAuricular confeſſion, - 
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It ahng ag burne, - And with his Pardon this as [Prolare <&d with 
a Chriſtian Zeal, deſire thoſe books ſhould be burnt chas were Princed iy 
ſieves > it, fince it Ponraryr room people ihe Reign infuſerh 
mt ungodly Principle of taxing up A eligion. 1 
. Thizdly , Bur laſtly, I underftand nor why ngry the Biſhop. will SB: 
'weice.no more;when real _ eally,naither this:Reverend Preioporaye apaar a. 
ded to have dons ie there were Rronger . AT | 
this Letrep than, pho By < Avimadverror. "And. che F4 —_ 
VO! chis, Biſhop for ; Lam.ſuzecche Pregbyrerians. have licele reafon._ - 
© ens their FF: do-tallTbefore:: him. Bur why the: Venegas. 
ble Age of this Prelare; his- forein: Travels x or rather cent for a. 
good a.Conſcience, ſhould make qur Animadveitot fports.” F know 10 68+ 
for ir, unlefle i be the Tame, that induced' hind ro -make Hroubae- his 
| Pacron,and: ro.commend hinm-in Print as hisverygood:Lord.” _ - 
I And-now-I have anifwared all bur-his rathny jandctal till ne 


our Saviours rule; in praying fot chem h99-er 
Z L have nothing more tofay, bur th hoj 
> had no leafureto pars "ſich Diſcourſekag-this is 
leifure will roſe him.co anſwer wharhe ſayes,: pte 

ro the in hand, . fof if-he ruhs-out, zodiſpuceof Power EE: 
Keys, of the lawful uſe of "Indifferenc things, and ſuch like: controveifies , I 

ſhall hardly fihd'teifure co follow. bim, and Tam fure hone alreatienhs 
I them MO neicher he a ory Ce dh: 
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